99/23/1999 11:13 5482248 ECOLOGY CENTER  PAGE Bl

To

Re

N

i -

SEP 23 1999

D8 H
Fax Transmission

Ecology Center
253¢ San Pablo Ave.
Berkeley, CA 94702
Phone 510.548.2220

© Rkt BRE/ZAEANAECH

Ff+m -£¢otosy cENTER

DRAFT  PRoGRArMAT . ERJELS  Commerhs

Fo

mber of pages (including cover): /2

pssage: ' | )

)'Z¢5¢ ar< oOVvVr CemmENIS AR )‘;l/g

Beic  REConb — AworweEr Capy Wi ARRIWE
Y S78/¢

S~




89/23/19%3 11:13 5482248 . ~ ECOLOGY CENTER PAGE 82

o

B

- 7

- s

coLoGlY CENTER - = D R
“.,..'s'in;_e'..lg'.ﬁ'.g_ e L . S —

© Qeptember 32,1999

_ Rick Breitenbach . . . -
.GalFed Bay/Delta Program
. 416 Ninth Street - = | | |
- §acramento, CA 95814 . - . T _ S

" ear Mr. Breitenbach, .

e Ecology Cemer offers these writtcn cofmmicats fof the pﬁbll\ié‘l"acdrd-bn the Draft™
: omm:;gic}_im?.ﬁlsmmg-'cmmmbymcwcdﬁom_ ordon the Pt

-~ 'In addition, a number of concerns we share have been eloquently addressed in the personal
" tpsponse to the CalFed EIR / EIS by Tim Stroshane, an urban planner and writer who has -
- frequently contributed to Terrain, the quarterly magazine published by our organization. . -
-+ We endorse fiis analysis of the jnadequacies in the prograromatic document and wishto -~
. ‘#dopt them in'our gwi organizatiopal statement. We gttach a capy for your reference.”

man uses for water and their ifpacts on riparian habitats are of great caticerntoour - .
" Qrganization and the broad constituency we serve. The Ecolagy Centter is now celebrating -
its thirtieth year of providing environmental edpcation programs, ecological demonstration. -
- grojects, recycling services to the city of Berkeley. Our concem for the énvironment .
aches beyond the preservation of healthy ccosystems to encompass issues of social-
.. jhstice, urban-rural interfaces, and many other concerns of human communities since we
. . Qontinnally encounter these dimensions of ecological problem-solving in our efforts to
. demonstrate sustainable approaches to meetirig modern human needs. This integrated”™ = -
" perspective forms the basis for these general comments regarding your planning document.

Analyses of environmental justice issues and the 'I;idﬂ};‘ways ﬂ'mtdwersehmnan .
- gommunities are affected by various development choices are just as important to our =~
Jrganization as your program's wildlife habitat preservation and restoration ¢lements. - -

- “Yherecently released document is so-voluminous and the technical docymentation so
. gpecialized that just reviewing it and attempting to respond adequately diverts resources ‘
- from our regular program work. We hope that ordinary California citizens are able to SR
part tig:tc in the CalFed process without having their yoices dismissed because they don't
" Rjave the time or expertise 1o get even-a rudimentary understanding of the scale of the = - . "
. -dontemplated program. Many sections of the report reveal how incomplete the current -
tnowledge of resources and project impacts reaﬁ? is. .With so many assurance packages’
- ‘and even baseline information conceming California’s current water budget unavailable for =~ .. .
. informed decision making, the centification of 4 programmatic document with a thirty year
- Yme horizon is probably premature. SR L T

We are impressed by the frequently inclusive ahd-‘coﬁapmhcnéiire langhage that CalFed uses * .-
tb describe its approach to the development of water resources in this'state. ' At the same .
“yyme, we are concerned about the boundaries that have arbitrarily been selécted to definea . .

[253¢ San P‘ablbf'f\vc.nue.--‘ B:r‘kéic,y'..'_CA '94‘705 » .5!'13'._54‘5_-"‘1‘3-‘“' _. ‘:’@ :
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3 ographlc problem arca and the larger zone for locating "solutions." Key parts of San :
' '. apcisco Bay and its swrrounding human communities have been excluded from '

' chnsideration as parts of the "problem” by the lines you have drawn. When Henry Clark,
* the highly regarded leader of the West County Toxics Coalition, asked at the Oakiand.
Hearing why his community on the shore of San Francisco Bay was not included within

he boundaries of your problem analysis, a CalFed representative replied that "A line had to

'he drawn somewhere.” The members and staff of the Ecology Center have been working
pgether for thirty years to advocate the understanding that ecological problems énd their -
plutions tend to cross arbitrarily drawn geographic bmmdanes as well as' defimttons of
bject matter within 1nd1v1dua1 academic disciplines.

" "We therefore are more than slightly sKeptical about CalFed decxsmns to exclude certhm s
dreas and measures of water quality from the technical analysis of this enormous %reo
he health of San Francisco Bay and its surrounding human communities should be a bxg
snough concern to the CalFed effort to include these areas as wholes in the program
alysis. They arc certainly linked in:terms of contemplated actions and thmr predxctablc
- ecological consequences. ‘ S

is is nowhere more clear than in the issue of the health of fisheries in Sin Francxsco Bay.
Many low income people, predominantly members of communities of color and ethnic
thinorities, depend on this fishery resource as akey supply of protein in their diet. The

. Water quahty in the Bay is such an ebviously impacted resource that it is really an mtcgra.l

" patt of the Delta Systeni. Why then, are substantial portions of the Bay excluded from
‘qonsideration as part of the "problem” zone in your analysis? This appears more of a

‘ ‘htu:al ar aduumstratwe decision than one based on ecological conslderanuns ‘

he Ecology Center- consxdcrs the advocacy of public consideration of ecological wholcs an -
important part of its mission to encourage scxenuﬁca.lly rational. approaches o creatinga - .
hore sustainable future for our communities. The neglected analysis of the San Francisco -
Bay fishery is-even more egregious when one considers that fisheries are historically
otected under California’s public trust doctrine and many of the CalFed agencies have a’
.. glear duty to protect public trust resources and values. According to the most receat and

" rplevant court decisions, these agencies also have a continuing duty to monitor the impacts

gf agency actions on pubhc trust resources and to include an analysis of any such i impagts
ih planned agency actions. This particular aspect of the madcquacy of the programmanc
ocument will be treated in more detail later in this letter.

e issue of greatest unportancc to us at the Ecology Center is that- therc will be enforceablc -
guarantees that adequate water will actually be available and will in fact be appliedto = -
wupporting the health of key ecosystems and fisheries upon which California citizens

depend for a wide variety of uses. We just don't see thJS in the prosent dacument.

fact, most of the planning effort seems designed to increase exports from the Deltaand -
tb try to mask the impacts by reducing the zone defined as the problem area. The ecological .
‘ 3:81&1 of any estuaxy is-profoundly affected by the diversion of the percentages of inflows
" dontemplated in the CalFed program. We aren't informed of particular criteria and water
uality standards that might accelerate construction of engineered facilities instead of
owing further &lrsmt of the "soft paths” of enhanced conservation measures-and Lhe use
natural water dies 1nstead of engineered storage. :

I orga.mzatmn and its membcrshlp believe that solid and measurablc progress must bc

ade in conservation before any new construétion should be discussed. We had thought

is was an element in the CalFed approachuntil later versions of the Draft Impact Analysis
gan to indicate otherwise, including even a window to start construction of aperipheral , -
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chnal around the delta even before the end of Phase One of the CalFed Program. California
~vpters firmly rejected the Peripheral Canal several years ago, ; and it is most dlsturbmg to
it rising from the grave in this new guise. ‘

ong with urban watcr conservation measures, greater emphasm must be placed on
Iationalizing water use in the agricultural sector before further diversions from northern
Talifornia streams should even be considered. The currently dominant form of industrial- -
. sjyle agriculture uses huge amounts of water in & mechanized and chemically intensive _
ttern that pollutes waterways and poisons and marginalizes seasonal laborers. - NN
omumunity-supported small-scale organic farming, on the other hand, uses land and water
_mpsources efficiently, provides greater and more bealthful cmployment opportunities, and
prevents pollution at its source instead of depending on much ‘more cxléenswe downstream
tment or, at worst, mere dilution with increased water application, Californians can vo
lpnger afford those types of "solutions! to the contmmng challenges of usmg our natural
_cbasemasnsmmahlemanncr - .

"alFed therefore should include in thlS program mducemems and subsidies for small-scale

 ihtensive organic family farming operations, along with effective penalties for agricultural. .
~ golluters andfor water wastets. The farmland preservation initiatives and urban sprawl :
~ gontainment strategies described in Tim Stroshane's comments are cogent at this point. We
ar that the program outlined in this' document will have precisely the opposite effect, with
family farmers priced out of the market in dry years when wealthy agnbusmcss

ifiterests, industrial users, and urban users will be willing and able to pay the price to take -
vantage of the water marketing and transfer framework cmnsmned here. In addition, we

t would only support sparse desert vegetation naturally. Without effective assurance
packages and established methodologies to credit particular accounts for conscrvauon -
asures, this kind of situation is entircly predictable. .

pitc the ‘volume of material in the Progra:mnanc Documr.nt and the frequent staxemcnts
public participation and input are crucial to the CalFed process, no tangible effort has *
n made to understand or present the lmpllcallons of the California Public Trust Doctrine
the programmatic leve] where cumulative impacts are greatest. Although it may at times
difficult to assure consistency with this legal framework intended to fpmtcu:t public
alues, it is a vitally important tagk. There are many reasons why Califormians have treated
ater differently from other resources, and why it is recoguized repeatedly in our State
onstitution and other statutes that the State has a sovereign duty to continuously monitor
allacation of water in the pubhc interest. A key protection of public values that has
olved throughout our state’s histary is the judicial interpretation of the public trust
trine. Perbaps it is best captured in the majonty opinion of the California Supreme
owrt in the 1983 Monol.akecase o

. ."The public trust doctrine and the appropriative water rights system are parts of an
integrated system of water law. The public trust doctzine serves the function in that
iptegrated system of preserving the continuing sovereign power of the state 10 protect
1blic trust uses, a power which precludcs anyone from acquiring a vested right to harm
public trust, and imposes a continuing duty on the state to take such uses into account in
ocanng water Tesources. :

In short, the Public Trust Doctrine provmles m:lportant legal teeth for requiring
basible conservation efforts and clear consideration of public values important to all
¢ ahforma citdzens beforc public action is taken with pubhc trust resources. Our water and
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th ecosystcms it supports are public trust resources. The faﬂure of CalFed to analyzc tlus-
' ncspt on a programmahc level is a senous flaw in thc Draft EIR/EIS : ,

addition, if the CaJFed program is unplemented as currcntly enwsloned, there is a vcry
at likelihood that huge amounts of public treasure will be transferred to private interests
arder to buy back what are in reality parts of the public's heritage which was always
pposed to be protected by trustee agencies. The failure of some CalFed agencies to even
$8 then- trust duties on a pmgrammatxc level may | be a fa.llure of govcmment under -

Ecology Ccntcr would hkc to see appropnaze adjustments in the assurance packages
implementation plans before this Programmatic EIR / EIS is certified. - While therc is -
onsidcrable attention devoted to ccosystem protection and restoration in this document, th:
8t to the interests we serve and the threat to historic pubhc values is 1mmcnse with the * -
alFed entmpnsc as currcndy cnvxsxoned

you for this opportumty to commcnt on thxs extenswc work.

Michacl Warburton ' -

* Chair; Board Committee for Rcsponsc to:
' CalFed ngrammauc EIR/EIS
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19 Beptesber 1999

|7 Soow, Executive Directar
(D Bay~Delta Program
1418 Ninth Street, Bulte 1155
manpento, CA 95814

alject: . Commenta op Draft Progrem EIR/8 oan CALFEYD Bay-Delta Progrea
Preferred Progrea Altervative snd Technical Appendices

[ Mr. Snow:
1 a yrofsasional urban planner and a writer.

¥ing studied ths Draft PEIR/S and its mupporting technical appendices aimu
a ago as they developsd, 1 fesl they represent the most thwlhtful and
ful effort to plan for California’s water futurs in our state’s history.
planni.u process is unprecedented in its accounting for snvironmental
oopcegns. This planning procesa has national implicationa as well, certainly
{0} othar weostarn states, but also for other reglons whare large utun-me and
riparian ecosyptesms are at risk from contimuing pollution and development
aproachnent. Cal¥ED's ataff and constituant agencies are to bs commended for
intsgrative and comprebensive in the program acope, for bringing diverse
o oompeting interests to the plaming process, and for carefully balancing
gological and economic concerns.

In particular, CalFED is to be commendad for the “solutiom prinmciples” that
e develsped for use as ground rules for viable and workable actions to be
gcluded in the Cal¥ID Bay-Delta Progras™s implememtation phase. Noble as
hese principles are, I am skeptical that thsy oan be mutually adhered to by
e procase’s parties because of the depth of conflicts ovear watsr here.

Historically, sajor water developers and water users in California have taken
gter and land from ecosyeteas, wildlife, and fiash that are native to
lifornia and left them to languish, and vulnerable t¢ displacement by
mpative speciesa. This is alac true for fanlly farms and farm commmnitiss
hich drew their wealth from the land. This history notwithstending. it ia
still in everyone’e interest ~-- including agricultural corporationa and the
te"a growing citles — to make peace with natural California by being just
b stressed speciee and communities that rely on water and land directly for
hair livelihcods. The kind of anvircnmental justice California needs now
wnild address this reality. The CalFED Bay-Delta Program and its solutiomn
arinciples do not.

y commants focus primarily on inadequaciss in the projsct description itsalf,
nd with major concerns regarding:

9 vatar transfar framework
1 aurface storage
$ uater use efficiengy program
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Lagter Snou, Cal¥ED Bay-Delta Program
19 B‘gtﬂh.r 10098

i

the peripheral canal
esocsyntem restoration program
sateroshed managemsnt program
isplamantation plan

Transfers Vressmork

water transfera framesiork is fundamentally flawed bacause it doea nat
satisfactorily address commmity and envirommental impects that can result
wvater sales. ] have sttached two article I wrote on transferse for
rtion into tha public record.

framevork spends tremsndous apounts of verbiage an how s functioning water
¢t oould be made to "work.” Yet creating a water sarket is at bottom an
idsa, certainly not an ecological onel. The reason is that a
fuprtioning water sarkst will redirect water supplies amsy from their

» atively broad distribution now, and will concentrate their usags among the
lthieat farms and cities in Califernia who can afford to gut as much As
can. The watsr transfer frameworx contains no regulatory framswork to

t this even greater irrationality from ocourring, when compared with the
t irrationalitiss that now exist. A water market is utopian, and if
r fully realized would surely tura the Eacraments Valley into an even
desert than the Owens Valley now is, as vater ranchars fall over
lves rushing to get in line as "willing sellers.”

if CalFID e tranafer framswork falls short of satablishing s functioning
kat, but provides for a relatively low level of transactions ysar in and
out, there are still substantial problems with relying on transfers for
reaning reliability of suppliss. The quest to creats reliable and secure
lies through .ransfers may greatly destabllize murel commmities

t the Central Valley. Numsrous transfers have ooccurred in the 1990a
19800; each one is different. A mmber of thew have gensratad

cloymant, lost revenues to local govertmenta, and enriched water rights

" ors at the same tims. In this way, water tranafers on an increassd acals
y gensrats trseendous windfalls for thoss holding water rights. and would
litically and sthically be & gift of public funds to privats land ocumers,
though {t would no longer bs "illegal.” Sublecting rural comsunities o
vagaries of landholders” opportunities to cash as a matter of public

licy is, vell, anathama to the public interest for thoss communities, and
gould be soc for all conacisntious Californians as well.

17ED should face this ethical isasue in wvater trapnafers squarely to avoid the
tor ol a grand desertification of the Sacramento Valley. The CalFED Bay-
lta icogran should recrient the water tranafers framewcrk to sncourage

iytra-basin tranafers within limits and subject sxtra-besin transfers %o full

iihe qetination | waploy af a water sarket is oné in which o substantial voluse of transscticns accur
befuesn bayery and sellere that watablishes a going martet price for water. The water trassfers frasbudri
wploys o agosrent dufinition of what o “sdrtet” sctudliy 18, and carslesaly Diyrs the distinctions bebuween
*Eranefere’ and “sariat trenvifers® leading to 2 cowcaptusl suddie shout what is bikely e otcur 1n 3 sster
“ayrint® in California a3 CalFES Bay-Delta Prograd implesentation,
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lLaatar Snow, CalFRD Bay-Delta Program
19 September 1999
Page 3

hlogure, public notice, and careful public soerutiny. Transfers should be
sofl a» policy tools, not simply as extansions of land cunar property rights
0 reap windfalls. .

Thel| ' \ter transfer frasswork should also strengthen and clearly define wbat a
“bapt.” is for the purpose of providing predefined and consistent regulation
of transfers.

Intprin CalFRD staff work on water tranafers explicitly stated that a
mptiocning water market will require surface storage. both to provide tha
volime of water needad to make a “going price” for water possidle, and to have
e engineering flaxibility to make water releases and other technical
dpulations workable for the water "market.” In other words, to meke the
weter sarkst utopia work, CalFED believes it needs additicnal reservoirs to
nlarge the “pis” of wataer supplies, and that they need the peripheral canal
to inntall efficient plumbing for sarketing purposes. This clear and obvicua
linkage betweon creating a water market and bullding new dams and reservoirs.
(ed wall an the Peripheral Canal — pee below) ia ignored by the current
roriwion of the Water Transfer Framework, and ths project desoription in the
i EIR/S. This makes the PRIR/S project description fundasentally
nadequata by not disclosing thess causal relations and svaluating their
potantial impacts on the various regions of California, including, but not
ligited tc, the Bay-Delta.

hg water transfers framework, in this light, appears to iova in a polioy
rection that contradicts California“s area of origins statute, without
ding adequate commnity asnd snvirormsental protections.

farface Storage and Water Use Bfficliency

Without question, dams and reservoires are the most flexible forma of water
~ atgregs sver daveloped by modern socletisa. At the came time, they are
Pribly wasteful in California whers large bodias of water are sxposed to
mehine”s evaporative powers for upsards of 8 to 2 months out of every year.
In contrast, grounduater “"banks” [or aquifers) are Quite affective at
{sting evaporation. 0Of course, they rocharge sore slowly than reservoirs
hgn rnoff and recharge happens.

Given the quantity of atored surface water supplies im Califorunia, if we add
sopre murface storage we will increase the surface area of water that is
exposed te avaporation, a wasteful daployment of bath water and public

apital. CalFED should no longer plan for additional atorage., but inatead

hould concentrate on developing aggressive and innovative water comsesrvation
prograas in collaboration with all) local agricultural and urban water .
diptriots throughout Califormia 8o that our existing esupplies are used as
eofifisiently as possible.

not for efficiency for efficiency’s sake, Wut since Californians care
slonately about their phvsical and natural envircnments, most would gladly

rificed for patterns of watar uss that could be atill improved. With a
tantial share of the funds that are being spent by Cal¥ED, DWR and the



@9/23/1999 11:13 5482248 ECOLOGY CENTER PAGE 89

--------

Legtar Snow, CalFED Bay-Delta Programs
18 September 1999
4

. Bureau of Reclamation to study new storage projscts, thousands of ultra-
flush toileta and low-flow showerheads could be installed as conssrvation
rofits throughout urban California. That it has not yet cocurred iz a
lure of lesdership; to ignore conservation’s remaining potential would
snviramental depredatioo and injuatics,

tiply that by the 870 million that is about to be spent on the Intagrated
age Investigation, and apply it to conservaticn investasnta, sod there are
bably a couple of million acre-feet to be saved in any ons year statewids;
cumulative conservation of water and snvironmants sould repay our children
m.t:c.’ inoluding the children ¢f people whe migrate to Califernia owver
naxt YOarS .

sxperience of Los Angeles with consarvation, prodded for decades by the
Laks Committes (MLC), must be speread throughout California. We have
lleat conssrvation and efficiency examples; we nsed to generslize them

t the stats. IMC's collaboration with community-based organizations
t ths Los Angeles basin to conserve water alsc created jobs and

ated production and innovation of water conservation technology. CalYFID
'missing a prand opportunity to improve water use sfficlency statewids and

auare that the "isolatsd conveyance facility" is mot the old Periphsral
1; and that the latter—day canal s desigs would be smaller than its

gsor. But it waild #till divert water from the Sacramsanto River at

., aluicing it arcund the "perivhery” of the delta in a "canal.” Hence it
is|ntill a peripharal canal.

also aware that the peripheral camal is nct part of the prefsrred

tive. Houever, I would just note for ths record that this FEIR/S

na progran lsvel evalustions of the impacts of the periphersl canal that
joats strongly that tha canal would be very detrimsntal to Bay-Delta water
ity because of the loss of fresimiater flows through Dslta channels,

ssa wvater (and ita indicator, the X2) to psnetrate desper and deeper
o the sstusry. The ecological, sconsmic, and recreational impacts of

ter seawater intrusion on ths Delta would be substantial.

-

lusion in ths preferred altarnative inclusion of the peripbaral cenal’a
-ramp’ t0 ecass through-dalts conveyance for esxports will ssseantially be a
f~-fulfilling prophecy, leading to a full peripheral canal. The CalFRD

» quality, watershed sanagelent, and water use efficlency prograns are
tly too weak to improve water quality and quantity sufficisntly to
pinate the nead for the pecipheral canal. Because of these program

ssas, the preferred altarmative ia set up to fail, creating the

aits Justification for the peripheral canal.

peripheral canal would of course greatly increase the flexibility and
1a®ility of providing high quality water for Delta empost., but it would
£eatly increase the technical aspemats of & functioning water market. As
tatad sbove, 1 oppose water marketing, and anything that makes a water
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ter Snow, Cal¥RD Bay-Delta Program
19 [September 1999
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¢t more feanible, like the peripheral canal, I oppose.

On (the basis of this PEIR/E ] urge CalFED to remove the peripheral canal from
‘ cogeidsration. Californis will pever need a peripheral canal so long as water
efficiency, watarshed management, and water quality regulation is parsued
relantlesaly and aggressively. If the quality of existing supplies ins
! ad At their sources, that will help satisfy 8an Joaguin Valley and
oytharn California watar sontractors, and increass the sescurity and
relisbility of uater supplies for all Californians.

RBeatoration and Watershed Hanagssant Prograsa

As Martha Davis, co-chair of the Watershed Management Work Oroup, remarked +-
h Bay Dalta Advisory Council at BDAC s Red Bluff mesting last week, thare
to0 be much greater integration of watershed management Practices with
other CalFiD common programa, particularly ecosystem restoration. Tha
Watershod Work Group”s presentations to BDAC dsmonstratsd that the potential
of (watershed sanagemsnt programe to improve watar quality in the Bay-Delta
syetem is untested, but snormous. One of the most important facets of
watershed managsment potential is its reinforcement of the sustainability of
FID ecosystem restoration projecta. The land upe, ssdiment control, and
watar quality practices will help protact ecosystem restoration inveatments
ths long term.

I belisve that watauhad BARAgemanT GonCerns must move bevond the
- issues that are currently addressed by these work mroups. Right now
includs habitat proteoction, and development of indicators of habitat.
stresa, as well as restoration lnvestaents snd davelorment of new land '
: ent practicea. They should alsc include farmland protection and
optainment of urban sprawl. Farmland protection is essential for the
tenanca of productive soil resources and increasingly wildlife-friendly
gricultural land use practices in Califormia. PFaramland protection can alsa
blude protsction of grounduater recharge arsas. )

pating urban aprauwl ls of critical importance in watsrsbhed management., and

ia/utterly, and I believe fatally, ignored by the CalFED Bay-Delta Program
Drpaft PRIR/5. If California citiea cannot rein in their conmmption of open

pace and farm land, than the state s water use patterns will not be containad
== and we than will have forced ocurselves to build more dama and canals '
pavhape. Thus, watershed management should be far mcre broadly construed by
CalFED to include policy recommendations to the State legislature that limit

e Eeographical sxpansion of California citlen, promots incentives and

pvide investments in “infill develorment” on vacant or underutilized lands
alpesdy within wmunicipal boundariss. [ have included a sacond article
{“Arrvesting Development"”) on urban sprawl for insertion into the public record

Wt addrasses this ilacue.

Evian from the atandpoint of CalFED s water transfere and surface storage
proposals, the expansion of watershed mansgement makes sense. Sprawling
cities charsctarized by largs lot-size subdivisiona sesns potentially far

sater coste of landscape irrigation to consmara, and far more water demand
pal* CADLta than wore compact, even dense urban development patternas would
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Leater Encw,. CalFED Bay-Delta Program
19 ptembar 1999
B )

d. By limiting sprevl using wetershed mapnsgement principles in Central
Vgl oy citiea and citiea rimming the Bay-Delta regions, the increass in

pervious surfaces and babitat losses brought by developmsnt can be slowed or
. A reversed.

1 lise that even in tha absence of CalFED urban spranl bas yet to be
contained. My polat is that CalFID i miseing an opportunity to prosots
watgreshed sanagssant strategiss that see cities as part of watarsheds and

hlight the fastest growing component of future water desand ia California,
our growing olties. Yet our citiea grow in cancercus patterns, destroyiag

hitat unnecessarily and wastefully demanding weter for irrigating urban

pes whare natural landscapss had previously needad nomes. Watsrahed

- at, inoluding containment of urban sprevl and farmlend protection, is
app moans of limiting the need for vew murface storage, the periphsral
canil, and water transfers.

One other facet of watershed management and scosystas restorstion ia lgoored
Yy Cal¥iID’s Program and its PIIR/S: the greator San Francisco Bay froe San
Palo Bay at Point Pincle south to Alviso and San Jose. T2ia component of the
Dalta sstuary is cospletely ignored by CalFRD, even whan it is obviouve
onlv dring times of vaat flood flowa much as Vhat socurred in 1997 and
B does delta outflow reach into southern Gan Franoisco Bay.

Crask diveraions for storage by Bay citiss, and deteriorated creek watsarsheds,
obined with extensive urbanizstion contribute to the Bay’s demime. But it

is [just as trus that Delta exports reduce Delta sut?lows year-reund which

obwicusly affact ths quality of Bay waters. Water mariets, increased surface
srege, and a peripheral canal all wiwuld harm the Bay beyond its current

cotpdition by withdrawing still sere flood flows and exporting flows that

prghistorically used to circulates throughout the Bay. These Cal¥ED proposala
mild undsreins any gaina that non-point scurce pellution regulation might
o48ibly achieve in the inner Bay ciltiss.

. draft PRIR/S is tharefore deficient because it alse ignores the
anyironmental injustioes and publis health consequennss that a Bay starved of
fresbmater flows forces on urban working class apd communities of color who
rely on Bay fisk for protein in their dists. Ouwrrently the San Francisco Say
Rejgional Water Quality Control Board warna Decpla to sat no sore than two £ish
capght {rom the Bay in a sonth; for pregnant women, just one fish per momth.

draft PEIR/S ignores this reality;: the project description and the common
ograns axclude the greater San Yrancisco Bay from its problem definitiom
deppite ita clear hydrodynamic, economic., and public hsalth relationships %o
Delta outflows and exportas. But CalFRD ahould addresas it, since Delta sxports
arp upl}:;:aud in the Bay » dedlining health. Buch a planning process is long
svprdos re.

Ul&ortunlt 1y, the CalPiD Bay-Delta Program and its FEIR/E on the preferred
rnative ignore thess watershed aanagsment possibilities, and are therefors
iciet and insdequata.

Tlﬂﬂtiﬂ Plan
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there are so many fundamental flaws in CalFED’'s Bay-Dalta Progras, and
ite itas substantial efforta to be comprehenaive and innovative in creating
and [underetanding linkages among cosmen progroms (and between common programs
.and | water saragement strategies) 1 am deeply concerned that implementation
ahsad toward a record of dacision and notice of dstermination without
flass being corrected.

sree. at root Cal¥ED’s flaws reflect an underlying bias in the CallXD
Dalta Program (given its institutional agencies” perticipation in water
axpprts) toward expanding exports to the corporate agricultural companies of
the| Ban Joaguin Valley and sprawling cities slong the sast and scuth sides of
Ban| francisco Bay, and south of the Tehachapis. Moreover, the flaws I
dehatify hare do not surprise me.

But| to ignore the flaws will undarmine ecosystea restoration, continuve the
demise of San Francisco Bay, and ruin rural Cantral Valley communitiss becauss
owprful agencies and thair economic constitusncies insist on ignoring the

itg to water exporting that brought us the Racanalli decision in 1888.

pracver, CalFED proposes that the state spend $5.2 billion over 30 years to

restructure water law for water markets and plundar terrestrial habltats for

FYace storage that would “save” the Delta Ifrom conflicts, while maintaining

selying refusal to facs larger realities -- including, but not limited to

sr issues -— about how California accommodatss the popalation that s

raisoted to arrive here over that time. Coapact cities, farmland protection,
Nershed management, snd greatly strengthened water guality and efficisncy

B8 are vital to meeting this looming reality. Additional dams and

isls are not needed, and, 1if cur atate’s and Cal¥il’a leadership commits

itaelf to these other methods, I balieve they will never be noeded.

As part of implemsntation of CalFED, the CalFED govermance atructure should be
ned up to include watershed represantatives locally elected to Cal¥ED’s
policy advisory group, with CalFED agency seats forwing a minority of voting
seqts in a system of proportional repregentation. The gecgraphic domain of

hg “solutiona” should include Bay Area creek restoration watershed and
stdtewide networks of envirommental Justice groups. Thsae would be important
fivpt stepa in creating the truly democratic and watershad-based emphasis

ly,
Btroshane
Attachments: “Water Transfers and the Imparfect Water Induetry in
California”

“Where the Money Flows: The Green Scheme for Delta Waters'
“Arrvesating Davalopment”’




